Many scholars have drawn attention to the rapid fluctuations in state associated with early infancy. Since sensitivity to stimulation may vary from state to state, investigators of infant speech discrimination typically discard the data of subjects who display such alterations in arousal level. For example, Morse (1972) The basic premise underlying this practice of state selection is that state is a variable which is independent of the stimulating conditions and which may, through its action on the response system, mask important effects or conceal the lack of effect of stimulation. There is much to discredit this simplistic view. First, the independence of state and stimulus is questionable. States are typically assessed by the observation of various responses which, short of being independent, are, in fact, greatly affected by the conditions of stimulation.
The implicit assumption of qualitative similarity between infant and adult states is also questionable. In fact, some investigators have even selected sleep as the preferred state for assessing the infant's responsiveness to auditory stimuli. For example, Ashton (1971) has found evidence for neonatal frequency discrimination only in the state of quiet sleep. Moreover, cortical evoked responses are typically studied during quiet sleep to reduce movement artifact. Barnet and Goodwin (1965) report that the level of sleep, quiet or active, does not influence the form of the infant's evoked response as it does with the sleeping adult. In addition, they note that electroencephalographic patterns in the newborn do not even differ dramatically in sleeping or waking states.
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Finally, the potency of stimulation may ultimately determine the significance of state factors. Lamper and Eisdorfer (1971) have suggested that responses to compelling stimuli may be relatively independent of the effect of state compared to effectively mild stimuli. This may account for the irrelevance of state reported by some observers (Bell & Haaf, 1971) .
Given the complexity of the relation between stimulus and state and our present gaps in understanding, current state selection procedures seem unwarranted or, at best, premature. Instead, researchers should be called upon to justify their use of state criteria. In auditory discrimination experiments one can avoid the possibility of stateinduced changes being interpreted as discriminative responding by including an appropriate control group. If the stimulating conditions differentially affect experimental (stimulus change) and control (no stimulus change) subjects, then one has evidence of discrimination. The fact that this differential responding may be mediated by state is, for the immediate purposes of discrimination experiments, irrelevant.
